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common Prudence, in the petty Concerns of pri-
vate Life, faffer the fimalleft Part of his Property
to be affected by the Opinion of a Lawyer, pro-
cured by the ex Parie Reprefentation of his Oppo-
nent ¢ With how much more Reafon then is
fuch a Rule to be rejected, where the cflential
Interefts of a Community are concerned ? Bur let
us carry this Matter to its fulleft Extent, and fee
what may be the Confequence of admitting fuch
a Rule avall. It it is to be intreduced in the pre-
fent Inftance, why is it to be excluded on any
other Cccafion? It ought then generally to be
admitted, or not at all; becaufe no Realon can
be afligned for the Admiflion of it in one Cafe,
which may not be extended to any other.  The
Rule then contended for i, that upon any Dif-
putc between the Proprictor and People, the Pro-
prictor is to ftate the Cafe as he thinks fit, and
procure the Opinion of learned Council at home ;
and this being communicated to the People, is at
once to filence all Objections, and to produce an
implicit Acquiefcence. | Now cven fuppofing the
Cafes to be ever fo fairly ftated, what would be
the Cenfequence to the People, under the Admi-
piftration of an intriguing, opprellive Proprietor?
It the Opinions of Councd were favourable to his
Claims, no Time would be loft in communicating
them to the People; but if, on the contrary,
what he contended for fhould be thought an In-
vaiion of the Pcoples Rights (the whole Bulinefs
between him and his Council being tranfadted in
the moft private Manner) the People would ne-
ver hear a Syllable of the Matter, but the Opi-

nions



